The withdrawal of the United Kingdom (UK) from the European Union (EU), if and when it occurs, will likely imply that Canada must conclude a new bilateral trade agreement with the UK. In the light of recent trends towards an increasing politicization of trade negotiations, this policy brief assesses in which respects a Canada-UK agreement could become politically controversial. Drawing on explanations for the politicization of recent trade deals, it identifies potential flashpoints for political conflict in the Canada-UK trade relationship. It then discusses which options policy makers have to channel trade-related controversies into the policy process in a way that contributes to inclusive and evidence-based public debates.
2 is, however, neither a new nor a universal phenomenon. In Canada, the most heated trade-related debates occurred in the 1980s about free trade with the US, while the recent conclusion of the Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement (CETA) with the EU, the Comprehensive and Progressive Agreement for Trans-Pacific Partnership (CPTPP) with ten states in the Asia-Pacific region, and the new Canada-United States-Mexico Agreement (CUSMA) did not generate much public controversy. These examples show that it is important to understand, for scholars as well as for policy makers, under which conditions trade agreements become politicized, and how such politicization can be anticipated in the policy process.
After the conclusion of CETA, CPTPP and CUSMA, the next round of major trade negotiations for Canada will likely include a post-Brexit economic agreement with the United Kingdom (UK). Even though the precise modalities of UK's withdrawal from the European Union (EU) remain contentious, the British government has clearly expressed its preference for leaving both the EU's single market and customs union. This would imply that CETA no longer applies to the Canada-UK relationship, and that a new bilateral trade and investment agreement would need to be negotiated. Should we expect political controversy about such an agreement, if it becomes necessary? What could be flashpoints of contestation? How can policy makers prepare for political controversy, and respond to it when it occurs?
This policy brief takes up these questions. It first reviews the state of scholarly knowledge about factors that lead to the politicization of trade agreements, then applies these insights to the Canada-UK economic relationship, and finally discusses options for policy makers to productively channel political controversy into the policy process. economic weight of the negotiating partners, but it can also reflect concerns that the agreement undermines a polity's core values or collective identity. Identity concerns often relate to regulatory standards on sensitive issues such as consumer protection, the environment and health care, and the labour market. In the case of TTIP, for instance, the debate in Europe focused particularly on the alleged threat that the agreement would pose to food safety standards (epitomized by the "chlorinated chicken") and public monopolies on infrastructure and social services (including the National Health Service in the UK), as well as provisions for investorstate dispute settlement (ISDS) that were seen as giving special rights to transnational corporations. 4 In addition to these sovereignty-related triggers, politicization can be a result of diffusion from a different trade agreement. For instance, CETA became controversial in Europe primarily because it was perceived as being similar to TTIP. 5 Once politicization processes have been set in motion, their trajectories in different countries depend on a range of conditioning factors (or intervening variables). Which aspects of an agreement will become contentious, and in which arenas these debates will occur, depends on political opportunity structures, such as the institutions involved in the trade policy process (for instance, rules for the involvement of parliaments at various political levels), patterns of public These considerations suggest a two-step explanatory framework for politicization (Table   1 ). In what follows, we will rely on this framework to assess patterns of contestation around a potential Canada-UK trade deal. What could be triggers for politicization in a Canada-UK economic agreement? Finally, negotiators on both sides will face strong pressures in the area of financial services, a core sector of the UK economy where significant Canadian investment has occurred, which is however now put at risk by the potential loss of EU "passporting" rights. 10
What accounts for the politicization of trade agreements?
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In addition, a Canada-UK trade agreement could also be affected by controversies that spill over from debates about national and subnational identities. In Canada, statements by Last not least, there is a distinct possibility that political controversy about a Canada-UK agreement develops as a result of diffusion from a planned trade agreement between the UK and the US. Such an agreement will be significantly more controversial in Britain than the Canada-UK deal. 13 Issues that might be politicized in its context, such as food and environmental standards, health care systems, or investor-state dispute settlement, may spill over to negotiations with Canada.
How can policy makers channel politicization into the policy process?
Once political controversy about an international agreement has been triggered, policy makers are typically hard pressed to quell it. A more productive use of political resources aims not at suppressing politicization, but at channeling it into the policy process in a way that contributes to inclusive and evidence-based public debates. In other words, political attention must be devoted to the conditioning factors of politicization, which influence its shape and policy impact. Policy makers are able to (a) shape the institutional context in which debate about trade agreement occurs, and (b) devise communication and framing strategies that allow them to engage in meaningful political exchange with critics of the agreement.
When devising domestic institutions for debating trade agreements, it is important to acknowledge that new-generation trade agreementsones that involve not just tariffs, but also matters like government procurement, intellectual property, and market regulationhave brought non-traditional players to the table. These include parliaments, business associations and trade unions, subnational jurisdictions, non-governmental organizations, and citizen groups.
Such actors must be systematically informed and meaningfully included in policy processes.
Measures to increase transparency and stakeholder input have therefore become part of the standard repertoire in modern trade negotiations. 14 Three main strategies can be distinguished:
(1) transparency measures;
(2) limited inclusion aimed at building support for policy decisions;
and (3) The second task for policy makers when trying to channel politicization into trade policy concerns communication and framing strategies. What is needed in this context is an understanding of which arguments are effective for both proponents and critics of a trade deal.
Existing research shows that the most powerful arguments tend to be emotional ones, tapping into fear of economic costs or loss of national sovereignty in policy-making, especially in key access to documents to consumption of information: the European Commission transparency policy for the TTIP negotiations", Politics and Governance 5, no. 3 (2017): 29-39.
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fields such as immigration, food production, or the environment (Table 3) . 16 Technical arguments that focus on the institutional details of a trade deal will likely shape public opinion much less than vivid, concrete examples that touch upon the day-to-day concerns of the public.
In an era of post-truth politics, it should be noted that the power of such arguments does not depend on their empirical validity. connections are established in political discourse that link a Canada-UK agreement to the much more controversial negotiations between the UK and the US. Should such conflicts develop, certain exaggerated arguments may be raised, which are difficult to debunk in a heated debate.
Policy makers are hence well advised to incorporate the political dimension of a potential Canada-UK trade deal into their strategic planning for the negotiations from the outset. Such an approach can entail various elements: The likelihood of public controversy about the agreement can be reduced by linking it closely to CETA, by not including sensitive economic issues, and by making sure to de-couple the agreement from negotiations involving the US. Political controversy can be channeled into the policy process by structuring domestic decision-making processes in a way that ensures transparency and stakeholder inclusion. Communication and framing strategies can emphasize the benefits of an agreement, while responding in meaningful ways to concerns raised by its critics. By approaching post-Brexit trade negotiations with the UK
